sought a system which would give them that possibility and that would protect them from untoward pressures of the European merchants and concessionaires, from whom they had no protection under the capitulations. It should be a system, moreover, by which the Europeans would be bound.
A wide range of explanatory routes has been taken by scholars to explain the modalities of the expansion process. Bull saw it as a process of power spreading from the European cosmopolis to the peripheries.
2
Yannis Stivachtis sees it as a form of cultural expansion in which ideas are spread from outside to the inside. 3 Colas sees it as a form of capitalist imperialism and the reaction as a form of collective resistance. Organised social movements in the periphery accommodated themselves to the 'transition' by 'contributing to and drawing from the prevailing norms, values and institutions of international society' to confront their former masters. 4 Along these routes, many of these thinkers point to different legal phenomena involved in the process of transformation from colonial status to a modern state in an international society. Colas, for example, in considering the transformation of Morocco, points to the development of a uniform system of provincial administration, as well as a rationalised mode of taxation.
5
Many of these developments may be understood as part of a process of legal reception. Legal reception is the process by which laws are 'received' into a legal system from outside, transforming it, but also transforming relations between, in the case of a colonial relationship, the colonial state and the colonial master. Legal reception played a variable role in the expansion process-in Egypt, it was central.
The theory of legal reception
The concept of legal reception emerged in 1974, when Alan Watson and Otto Kahn-Freund, in unrelated works, presented competing theories of the viability of legal transplants. Watson had written an important work on the spread of Roman civil law first to southern Europe and eventually to the whole of France through the legal unification of that country in the 17th century.
6 Watson observed that law had certain autonomous effects, and that in general law developed by transplanting; that is, that it did not grow from within but that the dynamic elements were received from without: he called this 'borrowing'; he declared that 'most changes in most systems are the result of borrowing '. 7 Moreover, this was a deliberate process. It occurred 'not because some such rule was the inevitable consequence of the social structure and would have emerged even without a model to copy', but because 'the foreign rule [law] was known to those with control over lawmaking, and they observed the apparent merits that could be derived from it'.
8 It was a conscious process. Watson also insisted that 'legal rules are devised by legal jurists, not necessarily or closely responsive to social needs';
